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Tab V-l 


NEEDED 


EVALUATIONS 


of the following questions is relevant to an estimate of the 
outcome of various policies in Vietnam, and thus to choice. Yet at the 
moment --and this is the basis of their inclusion -- the answer to each 
seems subject to considerable uncertainty and significant controversy. ' 
The purpose jf addressing these questions to the several appropriate 
agencies would be as much, initially, to bring out clearly the nature 
of current - —w; rovers y as to elicit definite answers; hence the e::pii ciu 
requests fot alternative hypotheses and for competing bodies of evidence, 
not just rcr "agency views , 11 "best guesses," or a (negotiated) "con- 
sensus". Il can be as important to be, aware of the range of alternative 
be I ief s in dispute as of the range of relevant aeiiou choices. And for 
scire decisions, it is important to know not only the relative bearing 
of evidence on various hypotheses but the overall adequacy, reliability ,c 
elusiveness of available information, and the possibilities and likeli- 
hood of improving on it. 


For example: uncertainties on VC/NVA capabilities and intentions 

are eve.jL a factor in controversy, but they are intensified just now be- 
cause of the fact that the opposing military forces in Vietnam are re- 
latively out of contact, with many NYA units withdrawn to the borders 
or across then, and many VC local -forces and guerrilla units lying low. 
aic enemy units uassive because thev are weak and blocked, or because 
they are waiting and preparing, or to encourage negotiations, or for 
other reasons? (See, question 3 below)- An interpretation of this “lull 
is fundamental to a prediction of the consequences of many of the current 
options. Yet there is probably no way to resolve this uncertainty in 
the short run with any real basis for confidence. In such a state, what 
may be most important for policy-makers to know is the very "thinness" 
of evidence, the necessarily speculative nature of conflicting "posi- 
tions" r n L l.cbc matters. 


u 


The NSC staff should be tasked with exploring and presenting as 
soon as possible -- in consultation with appropriate staffs in State, 

DOD and CIA, both in Washington and Saigon 7 - the state of opinion and 
argument within the Government on the questions raised-below and related 
matters. They should aim in particular to make explicit (along with con- 
sensus, where that actually exists and is believed to be adequately 
based) the points and scope of "dissensus" and uncertainty, the nature 
and adequacy of evidence bearing on these issues, and proposals for re- 
ducing uncertainty and disagreements on matters of fact and estimate. 

With this exposition of uncertainties and disputes, the new Administra- 
tion could judge better where and how much to hedge or keep short-run 
v pdlicie$ flexible, to postpone decision on long-run commi tmen ts , and 
above all, to seek new information and analysis. 
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V/hy is the DRV in Paris? V/hat is the evidence? 
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(A mong the hypotheses: 
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a. - Out of weakness, to accept a face- caving formula for defeat, 

i ' • ' • 

‘ • . . * . . * 

• • 

_ * . . 

b. To negotiate the withdrawal cf U.S, (and NVA) forces, and/or 
| | 

a compromise political settlement, giving ?„ chance for NLF*- 

, ■ • i * • * 

victory in the South. 

* C 4 * 

. • * • * , • 
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" * • * 

c. To give the U.S, a face-saving way io withdraw. 


d. 


! e. 


V , 

To undermine the GVN and U.S. / GVN relations, and to relieve’ 
U.S. military pressure in both North and South Vietnam. ‘ . : 

% ♦ * , * 

Out of desire to. end the losses and costs of war on the best terms 
attainable.-)—-, i 


*2. V/hat is the nature of evidence, and how adequate is it, underlying competing 

• . * * 

views (as in the most recent NIE on this subject, v/ith its dissenting foot- 
‘•notes) of the imoact of various outcomes in ‘Vietnam within Southeast .Asia? n 

•• - ‘ I 

3, How soundly-based is the common belief that Hanoi is under active pressure 

with respect to the Paris negotiations from Moscow (for) and Peking 

(against)? Is it clear that either Moscow or Peking believe they have, or 
• * • . 

arc willing to use, significant leverage on Hanoi f s policies?* V/h?.t is the r.a 

of evidence, other than public or private official statements? 
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?4m : How sound is our knowledge of the existence and significance of stable 

"Moscow" and "Peking" factions within the Hanoi leadership, as distinct, 

for example, from shifting factions, all of whom recognize the need to bala 

off both allies? How much do we know, in general, of iacraparty 
* « 

• . ana personalities within Hanoi? 

• ... •* • ■ • 
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5. V/hat is the evidence supporting various h/pothes es, and the overall 
’adequacy of evidence, relating to the following -questions: 

I • . 

v V ' • • ' ..y-.'., 

v a. Why did NVA units leave South Vietnam last summer and fall? 
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— - bi ; Did the predicted "third-wave offensive" by the NVA/VC actually 
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take place? If so, why did it not achieve greater success? . 

* . 

»c Why arc VC guerrillas and local forces now relatively dormant * 




‘(Among the hypotheses; 1) response to VC/lSTVA battle losses, 
forcing withdrawal or passivity; \ 2) to put diplomatic pressure pn U. S. 
to move to substantive talks in Paris; 13) to prepare for future opera- 
tions; and/or^-) pressure of U,S, and allied operations.) 

• * . 

V'h’at rate of NVA/VC attrition would outrun their ability to replenish by 

' infiltration and recruitment, as currently calculated? Do present operation 
♦v; e ‘? Tf n^ ! - what force levels and other conditions would be ncccs 

earv? is there any evidence thcy^arc concerned about continuing heavy 

* ^ - * * * . . ' 1 

losses? • . 

* * 
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* • ^ 

Xo what relative extent 'do the U.S. /RVNAF and the NVA/VC share in the .i 
control' and the rate ' of VC/NVA attrition; i.e., to v/hat extent, in ^ 

terms of our tactical experience, can heavy losses persistently be imposed : j 
on VC/NVA forces, despite their po.ssible intention to limit casualties by ,i 

avoiding contact? , ’ • . * * 
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(Among (he hypotneses: 


. * * 

a. Contact. is predominantly at VC tactical initiative, and we cannot rever ^ 
this; VC need suffer high casualties only so long as they are willing to?; 

accept them, in seeking contact; or . • 

. . * * 

♦ # ; 

h. • Current VC/NVA loss rates can be maintained by present forces as \ 
' •' ' increased X% by Y additional forces -- whatever the DRV/ VC cnoose . 

to do, short of further major withdrawal. ■*. 

. . • ' 

V/hat controversies persist on the estimate of VC Order of Battle; in partite , 
lar, on the various categories of guerrilla forces anci inira structure . Or. 

VC recruiting, and manpower pool? V/hat is the evidence for different 
estimates, and what is the overall adequacy of evidence? ; ; 


! * 


• $. I V/hat are NVA/VC capabilities for launching a large-scale offensive, wutn 

i • ••dramatic" results (even if taking high casualties and without holdin- ob- 
: •’ j / . •. .• I", jectives long), in the next six months? (e.g.. an offensive against one or 
! •• 'I S-J- . . j • more cities, or against most newly "pacified" hamlets. ) How adequate is 

■ ' v ! the evidence? •. • . . 
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( xoi What are the main channels for military supplies for the NVA/VC forces ^ 
X-1 in SVN, (e.g., Cambodia and/or the Laotion panhandle)? V/hat portion o; 

• the so supplies come In through SLn&noukvillc? 
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-/■■ 10/2 What differences of ’opinion exist concerning extent of RVNAF improvcmcr.:| 

•" J. .-and what is evidence underlying different views?, .(c.g. , compare recoat Ci 

)/ '\^ J ' ■ ' * ■ me mo', with MACV views. ) r or example: , .<• v l 

• . •'•••'. • ' • i.' • • •• . •' i 

. • * • l « • * , • f *•, * .1 

* • • • . f 4# # 9 « 4 

- Which is the. level of effective, mobile, offensive operations? .What { 

results are they achieving? ; '• - ! 

• * L t • • , * • • ** 
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✓o.'* What is the actual level of "genuine" small-unit actions and nignt.acuo:; 

.'• . • in ARVN,. RF and PF; i. e. , actions that would typically be classed art 

• ) •such within the'U. S. Army, and in particular,' offensive ambushes anq 
* . . * ^ ‘ ‘ \ * 

• • * '‘Do^Wa’OJ.S ? 0%V jTTlViCii • i 1? v » * *. o s» * » c« ^ x [• 


L* e. How much has the officer selection and promotion system, ana tne^ev.^v 
, • of leadership, actually changed over the years (.as distinct from chang- 

in paper “programs")? J ‘ Kow many junior officers hole commissions (•• 

• - •• •particular, battlefield, commissions from NCO rank)' despite rack cf a,j 

• /.. ••• high senooi atplorna i , •• • . • . . . • ■•• •.... - :• 

• . . * . . . * . ... • . 
♦<* * * * » • « * ♦ ^ 

<3.. "What known disciplinary action has re suited from. ARVN looting Oi > 
civilians in the past year (for example, the widespread looting that coe 
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" . c< .;-p 0 what extent have past “anti-desertion" decrees and efforts lessened; 

•Y : k :4; ' . * rate .of desertion; why has the rate recently been .increasing to n«w hip 
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V ; : ’."'(•fY.Vkat success are the RF'and PF having in providing local security and | 

•’ ducinv VC control'". and influence in rural populations? 

' > ° . • •• * • • . * 

. • *. • • . • , • ... 1 

1L. To what extent could RVNAF — as it is now — handle the. VC (Main qorce,.. 

• • local forces, guerrillas), with or without y.S. combat support to uu , j 
F. V [V; .RVNAF deiicicncies, if all VNA un-^s were withdrawn:' : ; " ; ■ } 

'.iq . . . • . f. 

• • '• O- •' ' a. 1 If VC still had Northern fillers. ' •; • ! 

* , | • • • . t * . < 

| ’ • Vi ’ • .4. ' If all Northerners (but not regroupees) .were withdrawn. ' •. • ' . jr 
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12. To what extent could RVNAF. — as it is now. - - also handle a- mreablc 

' l V ,'ihvel of NVA forces: •' ; . '/' 
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! .a, I With U.S'.’ air. and artillery support. *•'• 

» •. j : " • ' ■ ' . ... ■* ' 

' b. \ With above and also U.S. ground forces in reserve 
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Without U.S. direct' support, but wi th increased •RVNAr artuier' ; . 
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13 . .What; in various views, arc the required changes -- in RVNAF command, f 
.* ! v organization; equipment, training and incentives, in political environment, f- 



/ \> ir. ‘logistical support,- in U.S. modes of influence -- for making R\NAr 1 
•\ / / adequate - to the tasks cited in ouestions(9 ! and,10 above?. Hov/ long would •( 
A,.;- Vais take? Vhe.t are the practical obstacles to these change's, ana 
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. U.S. moves would be needed. to overcome these? ;. - 5 .. ■ .' ; k ‘ 
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How much,' and where, has insecurity equation and the balance of. in- . j 
fluonce between the VC and JLs'U'r' ac Lually cnangea in tnc countryside ovci •; 
time, contrasting the present to such benchmarks as end- 6 l, end- 63 , end -1 
65 , end- 67 ? I fwhat are the best indicators of such change, or. lack of it? [ 
What factors have been mainly responsible for such change, as has occu 
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Why has there not been more? .... "■ , 
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What c.re the reasons for expecting more change in the counlrysice ; 
next two years than in past intervals? What are the reasons tor not expect; 
more? \f\ 7 h at changes in RVNAF, GVN. U..S, , and VC practices and 

* ness w o*o I cl be- needed to increase lavorabie change in security ana comroij 
.Hov/ likelv arc such' changes, individually ana together; v/nat are the 
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Yv*ha t proportion of the rural population muse be regaruco as "suojcc*. ; 

sigi\lf leant VC pz*escnce and influence"? (hi ov/ snould namlots r 41 tea c-s O-. 

; In the Hamlet Evaluation System -- the. largest category r - be regarded ir 
.’ this respect?) In particular, what proportion in the provinces surrounding;. 

•Saigon? How much has this changed? \ v •" * V. •• • [ 

, • • •. ■•**..- . • ;* 
Wh?.t number or verified numbers ot the Communist political apparatus (i. 1 
. *1 ■ i.--., 'Peopled Revolutionary Party members, the hard-core "infrastructure* 1 ) n; 

been arrested or killed in the past year? ViKow many of taese were cadjrc c 
; . V. . j • ! higher char, village level? What proportion do these represent of total PRH 
r ; • - j / membership, and how much -- and how long --.had the upparatus-oe xn a:s ( 
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What are the reasons for believing that current and future enorwS av. 
n rooting cut" hard-core' intrastructure will bo -r or will not oe mo r c | 
successful than past efforts? Eor example, ior believing tnat collaoor^vK^ 
aniong tine nurr;erou s Vietnamese intelligence agencies wul be markedly 
v ci\orough than in the past? v Y/hat are the side-cftccts,. p. g. , on Vi c ur 4 a me s 
opinion, of anti-infrastructure campaigns such a*s tne curroiu "acceiercivC' 
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How adequate is our information on the overall scale and incidence o. da.: 
to civilians bv air and artillery, and looting and misbcnavior oy RV Is.Ar / , 




To what extent do recent changes in command and administration actecimg 
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V| .What is the’ impact of the accent removal of nrinority-'gr.oup province and ' 
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‘ .Attitudes of Vietnamese elites pet now closely a-ligncd. with th^ GVN 
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jf j ' b>. -..'Patterns of existent political alignments within GVN/RVNAF and outsic 

.•/ !: ! V : ‘>- it — reflecting family ties, corruption, officers’ class, secret organ 
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• Pi' '"2.2.'.'- What is .the evidence on the prospects -- and on what changes in' conditions 

... J J : ;: r ., .' and.U. S. policies would increase or decrease them -- for changes in the 

• ■■ 'i\T • bbb '■ . OVN toward; !.’ (a) broadening of the government to include participation of 

all ' significant non-Communist regiona.l and religious groupings (at provinc 
.. , Stncl. di strict levels, as well as cabinet); i(b) stronger emphasis, a- solccuc 

** ..and promotion of officers and .officials, on competence and performance 
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.23, How critical, in various views, is eacn of the enanges in quesvion 22 2 . 00 * < 
■ iio prospects of attaining at current/ reduced or increasco le^elo o*. U, S 
, -military effort -- cither n victory, n or a strong non-Communist po».iti^al 
. role after a compromise settlement of hostilities?, V What are views o«. tne 
-.V risks ’attendant to making these changes, or attempting them; and. to the 
" extent that U.S, influence is required, on U.S. practical ability to move. 

•. Prudently and effectively in this direction? : What is the evidence? , 
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What effect is the Laotian interdiction bombing having; 
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i a. 'in reducing the capacity of the enemy logistic system?' 


b. jin destroying materiel in transit? ' 
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1; ; i ‘h. v ’ ‘demands, transoortaticn blcckr.ges, population morale)? ‘ ? 
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. c. "To what extent did Chinese and Soviet aid relieve pressure on Hanoi? 
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V/hat arc current views on the proportion of war- essential imports 
that could come into NVN oves the rail or roac 7 lincmfrom China, 
j even if all imports by sea were denied and a strong effort even made 
• • j to interdict ground transport? V/hat is .the evidence? / / 
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i •• j| of Hanoi as a population-arid economic center (e, g. > through pcpulatior.-: 
•' ’. • v. j.*. i evacuation and economic dispersal)? . ... 
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